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INTRODUCTION
The artist, like the God of the Creation, remains within or behind or beyond or above his handiwork, invisible, refined out of existence, indifferent, paring his fingernails.
directed by Sean Walsh. Furthermore, there were walking tours around key locations featured in the novel Ulysses.
Like my grandfather, I will fight and go on fighting. I do not see why I should renounce my rights. What is most important for me is to protect the spirit and the letter of my grandfather and to defend his writings and struggles. 6
All of James Joyce's works published in his lifetime had gone out of copyright in Ireland on December 31, 1991, 50 years after his death. However, the European Copyright Term Directive revived copyright in these works from July 1, 1995, as the rules extended the lifetime of copyright to 70 years after the author's death.
In 1999, the Irish Government debated the Copyright and Related Rights Bill 1999 (Ireland) The Minister for State, Tom Kitt, responded: "The preferred position of the Irish authorities on the duration directive did not favour the extension of the minimum term of copyright protection to 70 years." 8 Nonetheless, the Minister observed that the Irish Government was compelled to follow the European Copyright Term Directive: "It is, however, a reality of the EU legislative process that negotiation and compromise are required on a broad front if anything is to be achieved." 9 He observed: "The duration directive is now part of Irish law and must be reflected in the Bill." 10 In spite of such misgivings, the legislation was nonetheless passed in the Irish Parliament.
In the Seanad, Senator David Norris was concerned that the James Joyce estate would be a particular beneficiary of the copyright term extension: He was critical of the retrospective extension of the copyright term: "The artificial reinstatement violates a good legal principle that one should not introduce retrospective legislation." 
It is completely anomalous and very unsatisfactory that James Joyce should have come out of copyright in 1991, stayed out of copyright for three and a half to four years and then, during one of the tidying up operations of the European Union in which it decided
to harmonise everything including the shape of bananas and the length of sausages, come back into copyright. Moreover, the Union decided to harmonise upwards in the direction of the French and German copyright laws. 12 Senator Norris questioned whether it is appropriate for the descendants of creators to enjoy a windfall as a result of the copyright term extension: "What have the descendants of writers done to deserve to participate uniquely and dictatorially in the estate of a writer for 70 years after the writer's death?" 13 The Senator observed: "I am puzzled as to what right of inheritance in works of the imagination descendants can have". 14 He warned: "We must be careful in extending the right of proprietorship over this material if we are not to diminish ourselves as a cultural entity." 15 The Senator observed that Ireland should have obtained derogations from the European Copyright Term Directive, because of its pernicious effects.
The European Copyright Term Directive
In light of the heated debates over the copyright term in the past, Brad Sherman and Lionel Bently were puzzled that there was so little policy discussion about the adoption of the European Copyright Term Directive in the United Kingdom. 16 They speculated upon the reasons for this lack of controversy, concluding: "It is rare, in the twentieth century, that we can debate issues and reach conclusions according only to our own perceptions of policy; usually the most pressing concern is whether our laws comply with international norms already reached by interest-group lobbying".
17
In the European Union, there had been a concern about a lack of harmonisation in copyright standards between member nations. The copyright term for works of natural authors ranged from life of the author plus 50 years in some 12 Ibid. The only honourable mention should be made of Hoon who said: "It is important to consider the implications of revived copyright. The change in the duration of copyright means that copyright will be revived for a number of different works currently in the public domain, and thus are no longer subject to copyright. I have seen various lists of the copyright holders who will benefit from that change--for example, those who hold the copyright on the work of James Joyce, John Buchan, Thomas Hardy, and Rudyard Kipling." 17 B Sherman, and L Bently, "Balance and Harmony in the Duration of Copyright" in P Parrinder and W Chernaik (eds), Textual Monopolies: Literary Copyright and the Public Domain (1997) , 27-28. countries, to life of the author plus 60 years in Spain, to life of the author plus 70 years in Germany.
A number of precedents provided impetus for a policy directive to bring about the harmonisation of copyright term across member countries. In 1989, the European Court of Justice in EMI Electrola v Patricia considered differences in the terms of copyright in sound recordings in Germany and Denmark. 18 The sound recording rights in songs by Cliff Richard had expired in Denmark but not in Germany. The European Court of Justice held that the longer term of protection in Germany applied to prevent the importation of goods even where copyright protection had expired in other European Countries. Nonetheless, it observed that "in the present state of the Community, characterized by an absence of harmonization, it is for national legislatures to specify the conditions and rules for such protection." 19 In 1994, the European Court of Justice held in the Phil Collins decision that there was a positive obligation upon European Union countries to grant nationals of other European countries the same protection that existed in their country. 20 In 1995, the European Union extended the copyright term for its member states to the life of the author plus 70 years. 21 The change was a consequence of a Directive of the European Commission in 1993, which required member states to increase their basic term of protection. Anthony Robinson comments about this process of harmonisation:
Harmonisation of the duration of copyright protection will help to prevent distortions in competition across the E.C. and it will aid the smooth running of the internal market.
However, its implementation into the United Kingdom will not necessarily be of benefit to the parties affected. Extensions in the term of copyright are rarely in the interest of the consuming public: the longer the term, the longer the prospect of higher prices for copies of a work. 22 He concludes that "it is ironic that harmonisation will, on a domestic level, greatly increase the difficulty of ascertaining whether, and for how much longer, works are protected by copyright." 23 The Recitals of the European Copyright Term Directive provide an indication of the objectives of the process of harmonisation. Recital 5 noted that "the minimum term of protection laid down by the Berne Convention, namely the life of the author and 50 years after his death, was intended to provide protection for the author and the first two generations of his descendants." The Recital emphasized that "the average lifespan in the Community has grown longer, to the point where this term is no longer sufficient to cover two generations." Recital 6 took note that "certain Member States have granted a term longer than 50 years after the death of the author in order to offset the effects of the world wars on the exploitation of authors' works."
Recital 9 stressed that "a harmonization of the terms of protection of copyright and related rights cannot have the effect of reducing the protection currently enjoyed by rightholders in the Community; whereas in order to keep the effects of transitional measures to a minimum and to allow the internal market to operate in practice, the harmonization of the term of protection should take place on a long term basis. Recital 11 stressed that "in order to establish a high level of protection which at the same time meets the requirements of the internal market and the need to establish a legal environment conducive to the harmonious development of literary and artistic creation in the Community, the term of protection for copyright should be harmonized at 70 years after the death of the author or 70 years after the work is lawfully made available to the public, and for related rights at 50 years after the event which sets the term running." Article 1.1 provides that "the rights of an author of a literary or artistic work within the meaning of Article 2 of the Berne Convention shall run for the life of the author and for 70 years after his death, irrespective of the date when the work is lawfully made available to the public." Article 1.2 advises that "In the case of a work of joint authorship the term referred to in paragraph 1 shall be calculated from the death of the last surviving author." Article 1.3 provides that "in the case of anonymous or pseudonymous works, the term of protection shall run for seventy years after the work is lawfully made available to the public." Article 2.2 provides that the "term of protection of cinematographic or audiovisual works shall expire 70 years after the death of the last of the following persons to survive, whether or not these persons are designated as co-authors: the principal director, the author of the screenplay, the author of the dialogue and the composer of music specifically created for use in the cinematographic or audiovisual work." Article 3.1 emphasizes that "The rights of performers shall expire 50 years after the date of the performance." Article 3.2 provides that "The rights of producers of phonograms shall expire 50 years after the fixation is made." Article 3.3 emphasizes that "The rights of producers of the first fixation of a film shall expire 50 years after the fixation is made." Article 3.4 provides: "The rights of broadcasting organizations shall expire 50 years after the first transmission of a broadcast, whether this broadcast is transmitted by wire or over the air, including by cable or satellite."
Article 4 provides that the term for unpublished works shall be 25 years from the time when the work was first lawfully published or lawfully communicated to the public.
Article 5 emphasized that member States may protect critical and scientific publications of works which have come into the public domain for up to 30 years from publication. Article 9 noted that this Directive shall be without prejudice to the provisions of the Member States regulating moral rights.
In 1999, the European Copyright Term Directive was considered in the case of
Butterfly Music Srl v Carosello Edizioni Musicali e Discografiche Srl (CEMED).

24
The legal issue concerned the right to reproduce and exploit recordings which, after entering the public domain under the legislation previously in force, had again become protected as a result of the provisions transposing the Directive into national law. The case involved a compact disc, Briciole di Baci, which contained 16 songs interpreted by the singer Mina, which had been recorded in the period from 1958 to 1962. These recordings entered into the public domain at the end of 1992. Under the European Copyright Term Directive, the term of protection was increased for rights of producers of phonograms and of performers from 30 to 50 years.
Before the national court in Italy, Butterfly contended in particular that the European Copyright Term Directive implicitly precluded the renewal of rights which had expired. The Tribunale Civile e Penale considered that it was clear from Article 10(2) of the Directive that the protection of rights could be revived following the extension of the periods which was required in certain Member States by harmonisation of the terms of protection. However, having regard to the obligation to protect acquired rights of third parties, it questioned the lawfulness of Article 17(4) of Law No 52/96, as amended, which provides only a limited possibility for soundrecording media in respect of which rights of exploitation entered the public domain before the date on which the Law entered into force to be distributed by third parties who, before that date, had acquired the right to reproduce and market them.
The European Court of Justice commented that the European Copyright Term Directive could have the effect of protecting afresh works or subject matter which had entered into the public domain. Nonetheless, the Court observed that there was scope for national laws to deal with matters such as the acts of exploitation performed by a third party. The European Court of Justice held: 
27
The Advocate General observed: "The dissemination of the opera gives an idea of the importance of the copyright and of the financial consequences which the interpretation sought by the national court could entail."
28
The Advocate General Ruiz-Jarabo Colomer observed that there was a dispute between the parties as to whether the copyright in the works of Puccini had expired:
Whereas Ricordi asserted that the works of Puccini continued to enjoy protection in Germany until 31 December 1994, that 
29
The Advocate General Ruiz-Jarabo Colomer observed:
"The factor which differentiates the present case from the case-law cited is that, unlike the British citizens Phil Collins and Cliff Richard, the Italian composer Giacomo Puccini had already been dead for many decades when on 1 January 1958 the Treaty establishing the European Community, and with it the prohibition of discrimination on grounds of nationality, entered into force."
30
His Honour did not believe, though, that this circumstance warranted different treatment.
The Advocate General Ruiz-Jarabo Colomer concluded:
"A national provision which leads to lesser protection being afforded to a literary or artistic work by reason of the nationality of its author is contrary to the prohibition of discrimination on the ground of nationality in the first paragraph of Article 12 EC." 31 However, his Honour did wonder about the possible impact of this ruling, wondering "whether there are considerations of legal certainty which are sufficiently pressing to warrant limiting the retroactive effect of its case-law." 
The Sonny Bono Copyright Term Extension Act
There has been much debate as to whether particular works of James Joyce benefited from the extension of the copyright term in the United States.
The Estate of James Joyce argues that the American copyright on James Joyce's work Ulysses began in 1934, after it was published by Random House. The Estate maintains that the book should receive statutory protection of 95 years from the date when it was first published -that is, until 2029. Robert Spoo challenges this position:
With copyright terms dramatically increased, the purported copyright in Ulysses, unless The motives of such copyright estates seem to differ from those of the James Joyce estate. Organisations such as Dr Seuss Enterprises want to engage in what Dr Simone Murray calls "content streaming" -in which media is translated from one platform to another.
38
By contrast, the James Joyce estate wants to prevent the production and dissemination of derivative works based upon the writings of James Joyce. Rather than engage in "content streaming", the estate wishes to protect Joyce's work from being debased by secondary interpretations or adaptations.
The majority of the Supreme Court rejected the arguments put forward by Eric Eldred. In the leading judgment, Justice Ginsburg opined that Congress had the authority under the Copyright Clause to extend the term of copyright protection: "Text, history and precedent, we conclude, confirm that the Copyright Clause empowers Congress to prescribe 'limited Times' for copyright protection and to secure the same level and duration of protection for all copyright holders, present, and future". The suit challenges Congress's ability to reclassify works that have already passed into the public domain as copyrighted, thereby giving ownership back to private entities. In Luck's Music Library v Gonzales, the sellers of public-domain foreign music and motion pictures challenged constitutionality of Uruguay Round Agreements Act 1994 (US) provision, restoring copyright protection to certain foreign works.
48
The District Court and the Court of Appeals held that provision does not overstep Congress' power under the Copyright and Patent Clause of Constitution. Thus this series of constitutional challenges to the copyright term extension in the United States seem to be doomed to failure. Similarly, in his article, "Fair Use across Time", Justin Hughes proposes that, as a copyright work ages, the scope of fair use, at least as to derivative works and uses, should expand.
Fair Use and Orphaned Works
50
This is because the "market" for a copyrighted work has a temporal dimension; the copyrighted work has a market of a fixed number of years. The defence of fair use has been particularly useful in allowing access to copyright works, which have benefited inordinately from the copyright term extension produced by the
Sonny Bono Copyright Term Extension Act 1998 (US).
In Campbell v Acuff-Rose Music, the United States Supreme Court found that a rap song, "Pretty Woman", recorded by the music group, 2 Live Crew, was a fair It reasoned the fair use doctrine supports the transformative use of copyright material, which builds creatively upon existing works. Justice Souter contends that parody has an obvious claim to transformative value, because "like less humorous forms of criticism, it can provide social benefit, by shedding light on an earlier work, and, in the process, creating a new one".
52
Thus parody, like other comment or criticism, has a claim to fair use protection.
Since this landmark decision, United States courts have interpreted the defence of fair use in a broad and flexible fashion. In Dr. Seuss Enterprises v Penguin Books, the Court of Appeals considered whether a book, The Cat Not In The Hat, which retold the incidents of the OJ Simpson murder trial, was a fair use of the famous children's book, The Cat In The Hat.
53
The Court held that the doctrine of fair use "permits courts to avoid rigid application of the copyright statute when, on occasion, it would stifle the very creativity which that law is designed to foster". 54 Nonetheless, on the facts, it found that the stanzas had "no critical bearing on the substance or style of the original".
55
It held that the satirical work was not closely enough targeted at the original to warrant special consideration as a parody.
The copyright defence of fair use has been tested in a recent United States case involving the classic Gone With The Wind.
56
The case concerned an action by the estate of the author, Margaret Mitchell, to an unauthorised sequel to her novel by Alice Randall entitled The Wind Done Gone. A three-judge panel of the 11th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals lifted the injunction against the publication of the parody. It rejected the judgment of the District Court that The Wind Done Gone was an infringement of the copyright in Gone With The Wind. The Court of Appeals provided an eloquent articulation of the goals of copyright law. It claimed, "The Copyright Clause was intended "to be the engine of free expression '." 57 It emphasized that the decision upheld the main objectives of copyright law: the promotion of learning, the protection of the public domain, the granting of an exclusive right to the author, and the prevention of private censorship. The Court of Appeals found that The Wind Done Gone was deserving of protection under the doctrine of fair use in relation to criticism and review. They stressed that "copyright does not immunise a work from comment and criticism".
58
The court of appeals argued that the commercial nature of the publication was strongly overshadowed by its highly transformative use of Gone With The Wind. It emphasized that The Wind Done Gone was a specific criticism of 51 Luther R Campbell, aka Luke Skyywalker, et al., v Acuff-Rose Music, Inc. (1994) 127 L Ed 2d 500.
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Luther R Campbell, aka Luke Skyywalker, et al., v Acuff-Rose Music, Inc. (1994) 
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The academic concluded that a simpler solution to the dispute would have been to have prevented the retrospective extension of the copyright term in the first place. She sought permission from the Great Ormond Hospital to publish the novel in the United States and the European Union. However, the Hospital refused her request to publish the book in the United Kingdom, the European Community, and the United States. The trustees asserted: "The play by J.M. Barrie is in full copyright in the U.S. until 2023." Furthermore, the trustees maintained: "Unauthorized works, which contain the Peter Pan characters and elements from the original work, are not adaptable in the U.S., without the permission of the Hospital, being protected by the laws of trademark and unfair competition." With the help of the Stanford Center for Law and the Internet, Emily Somma filed a pre-emptive lawsuit in the Federal Court of California against the Hospital to protect her derivative work, After the Rain. She sought a declaration that copyright had expired in J.M. Barrie's books in the United States, and the characters of Peter Pan, Tinker Bell, Captain Hook, and Wendy were in the public domain. In the end, there was a settlement between the parties. The joint statement recognised: "The parties wish to express their shared understanding that Ms. Somma's novel After the Rain: A New Adventure for Peter Pan constitutes a fair use which does not infringe on any of the US intellectual property rights currently held by the Hospital." The US Copyright Office has held an inquiry into the issues raised by "orphan works" -copyrighted works whose owners are difficult or even impossible to locate. It noted: "Concerns have been raised that the uncertainty surrounding ownership of such works might needlessly discourage subsequent creators and users from incorporating such works in new creative efforts or making such works available to the public."
62
There has been much debate as to what legislative, regulatory or other solution could best address these concerns without compromising the legitimate interests of authors and right holders. The group, Public Knowledge, has proposed that there should be a new defence to copyright infringement for users who make a reasonable effort to locate the owner of a copyright work. The co-sponsor of the Bill, Republican John Doolittle added: "Opening access to historical works for restoration and rehabilitation is essential toward ensuring that classics will be appreciated and cherished for future generations to come." 65 The Bill seeks to amend the Copyright Act 1976 (US) to allow abandoned copyrighted works enter the public domain after fifty years. It requires the Register of Copyrights to charge a fee of $1 for maintaining in force the copyright in any published U.S. work. It requires the fee to be due 50 years after the date of first publication or on December 31, 2004, whichever occurs later, and every ten years thereafter until the end of the copyright term. It terminates the copyright unless payment of the applicable maintenance fee is received in the Copyright Office on or before its due date or within a grace period of six months thereafter. It deems any ancillary or promotional work used in connection with the maintained work, such as an advertisement for a motion picture, also to be maintained in force. The proposed legislation is yet to win the support of the United States Congress.
Other Jurisdictions
In other jurisdictions, the work of James Joyce has entered into the public domain, because the copyright has expired.
The United States has relied upon bilateral free trade agreements with its major trading partners to raise the term of copyright protection in other jurisdictions. At the insistence of the United States, Australia has agreed to adopt a longer term of copyright protection for works and other subject matter. However, such harmonisation has been partial and selective, at best. Australia has decided upon a prospective extension of the copyright term; as opposed to the retrospective extension of the copyright term in the European Union and the United States. Furthermore, Australia has not adopted features of United States law which favours copyright users -such as a higher threshold of originality, or a defence of fair use. As a result, there have been concerns that the Australia-United States Free Trade Agreement 2004 will boost the position of copyright owners -at the expense of the interests of libraries, archives, cultural institutions, and other copyright users. In the end, the copyright term extension in Australia has not been retroactive, like the European Union and the United States. Thus the copyright in the published work of James Joyce expired in 1991, and will not be revived.
In Canada, Parliament provides for copyright protection for life of the author plus 50 years. The copyright of James Joyce has lapsed and his work is in the public domain. The Penguin Group in Canada publishes a number of the books of James Joyce in this jurisdiction. Random House in Canada offers books and e-books of the works of James Joyce, as part of its modern library collection. The James Joyce webring provides html versions of Finnegans Wake and Ulysses available via the World Wide Web, FTP and Gopher through the courtesy of Trent University.
69
There was a failed attempt to extend the copyright term for unpublished works. Lucy Maud Montgomery (1874 Montgomery ( -1942 was the author of the popular and lucrative Anne of Green Gables novels. Her heirs wish to retain control over her unpublished writings. For posthumous unpublished works in Canada, the Copyright Act limited protection to the author's estate for 50 years after the death of the writer, plus a six-year "window" for the estate to either publish or communicate its intention to publish the material. Before 1997 perpetual copyright was granted to an estate for posthumous unpublished writings. Marian Hebb, a lawyer for the Montgomery estate, argued that with respect to the Lucy Maud Montgomery diaries, material was left unpublished because it would cause offence to living people. The Liberal Government pushed for amendments to the Copyright Act in Bill C-36, which would add anywhere from 14 years to 34 years of copyright to previously unpublished works of authors who died between Jan. 1, 1930 and Jan. 1, 1949. Canadian Alliance MP Chuck Strahl successfully stopped the "Lucy Maud Montgomery provision" from being passed through the Canadian Parliament. The House of Commons rejected the bill to extend copyright protection for unpublished works in April 2004.
70
The United States has persuaded the Dominican Republic and countries from Central America to extend the copyright term as part of the Central America Free Trade Agreement 2005. 71 Chapter 15 deals with intellectual property. Article 15.5.4 provides that "each Party shall provide that, where the term of protection of a work (including a photographic work), performance, or phonogram is to be calculated: (a) on the basis of the life of a natural person, the term shall be not less than the life of the author and 70 years after the author's death; and (b) on a basis other than the life of a natural person, the term shall be: (i) not less than 70 years from the end of the calendar year of the first authorized publication of the work, performance, or The United States has also been keen to encourage the rest of America to extend the copyright term as part of a proposed Free Trade Area of the Americas.
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Chapter 20 of the third draft agreement deals specifically with intellectual property. Article 9.1 sets out draft provisions in relation to copyright term.
Under one formula, each Party shall provide that "where the term of protection of a literary or artistic work is to be calculated on the basis of the life of a natural person, the term shall be the life of the author and no less than seventy (70) years after the author's death". Furthermore, "Whenever the term of protection of a literary or artistic work is calculated on a basis other than the life of a natural person, such term shall be no less than fifty (50) years from the end of the calendar year of authorized publication, or, failing such authorized publication within fifty (50) years from the making of the work, fifty (50) years from the end of the calendar year of making."
Under another proposal, "each Party shall provide that where the term of protection of a work (including a photographic work), performance or phonogram is to be calculated on the basis of the life of a natural person, the term shall be not less than the life of the author and seventy (70) years after the author's death". Furthermore, where the term of protection of a work (including a photographic work), performance or phonogram is to be calculated on a basis other than the life of a natural person, the term shall be not less than ninety-five years from first publication or not less than one hundred twenty years from the creation of the work.
It remains to be seen whether such proposals will command acceptance from all of the countries in North, Central, and South America.
THE KEEPERS OF THE FLAME: THE JOYCE ESTATE
In the wake of the revival of the copyright, the Estate of James Joyce has become active in controlling the reproduction and adaptation of the works of the modernist literary hero. As Robert Spoo observes: The Estate of James Joyce seems to be motivated by a desire to prevent the popularisation and vulgarisation of the literary work of the deceased writer. It also seeks to guard against the author himself being transmogrified into a popular icon. The Estate has taken a keen interest in scholarship relating to James Joyce. It has sought to use its economic and moral rights to control and sometimes even censor interpretations of his life and work. The Estate has been particularly concerned about derivative works -such as musical adaptations, dramatic performances, and films. The worry seems to be that the original works of James Joyce will be cheapened by such copies -no matter how transformative they may be of the original material. The author presciently warned: "Had the new law been in force, the recent advances in our understanding of such a controversial text as Joyce's Ulysses would most likely have been delayed until well into the 21st century."
In its attempts to control
Biographies and Anthologies
76
The Joyce Estate has been reluctant to allow scholars and biographers access to the work of James Joyce, because of a desire to protect the privacy of the family. Robert Spoo observed, "There is a climate of concern bordering on fear among Joyce scholars that their work may suddenly come under copyright scrutiny."
77
He noted that Stephen Joyce "has announced that there will be no permission granted for the 73 R Spoo, supra note 5. the Joyce Estate sought an injunction against the threatened publication by the defendants of an anthology of twentieth century Irish prosefeaturing a segment from the novel Ulysses. The Estate requested u 7,000 for the inclusion of the extract -which was more than the defendants were willing to pay. The Irish High Court was willing to grant an interlocutory injunction. The judge noted: "The terms and conditions, if not agreed upon, cannot be imposed by the applicant [Cork University Press] proceeding in the face of objection and seeking to publish in whole or part a protected work in the hope or knowledge that it can be a sum of money." 
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The court found that copyright in the 1922 edition of Ulysses had been revived by the Term Directive. The defendants could not take advantage of transitional regulations, because they had not made arrangements for the exploitation of the work before the relevant dates in 1995. Furthermore, the court held that copyright also subsisted in an early version of the work Ulysses called the Rosenbach manuscript, which was not published until 1975. It was found that this copyright was infringed by the publication of the Reader's Edition of the book. The claim in passing off failed. The court issued an injunction 78 Ibid.
79
Ibid.
80
Ibid. banning further infringement and ordered the delivery up of 1,000 undistributed copies.
The decision has received significant criticism. Anthony Robinson comments that the retrospective extension of copyright term had the effect of discouraging learning: "In effect, copyright was a means by which author's estates could prevent further academic discourse and commentaries which included quotation of works, simply by refusal of permission."
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The Joyce Estate also disrupted the publication of a biography of James Joyce's daughter, Lucia Joyce. The biographer, Carol Loeb Shloss, explained: 
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The Joyce Estate took the contentious view that a figure of 500 words was acceptable as fair use in the book.
The biographer was concerned that, as a result of such restrictions, she needed to delete many of her opinions.
88
She observed:
I had to rewrite this book over and over again. The process of deleting things that had taken years to find out was just excruciating. The ability of people to use quotes from Joyce has ground to a standstill.
89
The end result, according to Carol Loeb Shloss: "… all in all, there were over 30 pages of deletions in a book that was 400 and some pages long." There have been similar problems over authors and estates relying upon copyright law to censor biographies through refusing to give permission to copyright works -both published matter, and unpublished documents, such as letters.
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Most famously, the writer Ian Hamilton sought to write a biography of the American novelist, J.D. Salinger, the celebrated author of Catcher In The Rye.
92
The novelist insisted that he would regard any biography written about his lifetime as an invasion of privacy. J.D. Salinger came out of exile in 1986 to stop Ian Hamilton publishing an unauthorised biography of him. J.D. Salinger asserted his copyright over unpublished letters obtained by the biographer. The question was whether the use of the letters was permissible under the fair use doctrine.
On appeal, the Full Federal Court granted the appellant a preliminary injunction, finding:
To deny a biographer like Hamilton the opportunity to copy the expressive content of unpublished letters is not, as appellees contend, to interfere in any significant way with the process of enhancing public knowledge of history or contemporary events. The facts may be reported. Salinger's letters contain a number of facts that students of his life and writings will no doubt find of interest, and Hamilton is entirely free to fashion a biography that reports these facts. But Salinger has a right to protect the expressive content of his unpublished writings for the term of his copyright, and that right prevails over a claim of fair use under 'ordinary circumstances'. 93
In September 1987, Random House applied to the Supreme Court for a writ of certiorari against the appeals court verdict. The publisher argued that the decision placed biographers in a double bind: their job required them to hunt information from sources but they were not at liberty to quote those materials.
94
In October 1987, the Supreme Court denied the petition for certiorari.
The estate of the American poet, Sylvia Plath, has been similarly guarded about allowing access to her copyright works. 95 In a letter to the Guardian, Ted Hughes complained about the intrusion of biographers: Writers and biographers have complained that the Sylvia Plath estate has restricted access to her works, and sought to censor their interpretations of the poet's life.
In the years soon after her death, when scholars approached me, I tried to take their apparently serious concern for the truth about
97
A dispute broke out in the Times Literary Supplement about the pressure which writers on Plath felt was exerted on them by the copyright estate in 1992. Olwyn Hughes justified the intervention of the estate in terms of the "forests of fantasy" that have grown up around Sylvia Plath. She said: "I know nothing, when I took the job on, of the snippets of vindictive and unjust rage in Plath's letters and comments." 98 Olwyn Hughes complained about the writers "who treat Sylvia Plath's family as though they are characters in some work of fiction, or a hundred years dead, and proper subjects for speculation and academic dissection."
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The American poet, TS Eliot, has also sought to ward off potential biographers. He added the memorandum to his will: 'I do not wish my executors to facilitate or countenance the writing of a biography of me'.
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In his 1984 biography of T.S. Eliot, the author Peter Ackroyd prefaced by the caution of the author: "I am forbidden by the Eliot estate to quote from Eliot's published work, except for purposes of fair comment in a critical context, or to quote from Eliot's unpublished work or correspondence".
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In a piece on T.S. Eliot in his collected works, Ackroyd reflects upon his experience of writing the biography of the poet.
102
He recalls the difficulties that he encountered in writing the biography because he was denied permission to use unpublished copyright works:
I wrote to Mrs Eliot explaining my intentions; but, since she is bound by her husband's wishes that there should be no biography, she could offer me no help. Faber and Faber, Eliot's publishers, were charmingly oblivious to my pressing need to write such a book and they also declined to help. I then began writing to those who knew Eliot: many did not reply, and those who did tended to do so in a cool or non-committal fashion. 103
On how he avoided the ban imposed by T S Eliot's estate on directly quoting Eliot's works in his biography of the poet, Ackroyd said with bravado: "I had to paraphrase the paraphrase". He observed: "The art of the biographer is, in that sense, one of interpretative scholarship -to avoid the fictional excesses which mark the biographies 
Performances
In the 1990's, the Dublin Writers' Museum proposed a re-enactment and a seminar based on The Cat and the Devil, a story written by James Joyce, in the form of a letter, for his grandson. The performance was to be freely provided for the children of Dublin. The event was inhibited and prevented by the James Joyce estate. Senator Norris complained: "It was particularly laughable when, if one is at all literate, one knows the tale of The Cat and the Devil was not the work of Joyce's imagination but a European folk tale which Joyce adapted in a few moments to entertain his grandson." 105 He concluded: "The children of Dublin were denied an innocent afternoon's enjoyment because of the mean-mindedness and spite of someone who was placed by legislation in a position to act in a mean-minded and spiteful manner." The James Joyce estate brought legal action. The sponsors of the event, the Irish Times and Irish Distillers, settled out of court.
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Senator Norris complained: "There were no reasonable or cultural grounds for such action -it was a case of pure, unmitigated spite against which we should be protected." it would be going against the spirit of it if we cancelled. We understand that the production is perfectly legal and the permission of the Joyce Estate is not needed so there is nothing we can, or would, do."
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The producers defended their right to use Joyce's text by invoking a United Kingdom copyright provision that grants a compulsory licence to anyone wishing to make use of a work.
The Joyce Estate objected to this musical version of Molly Bloom's famous monologue.
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Stephen Joyce claimed that the show turned the "masterful" words of the book into a "circus act". The organisers of the Edinburgh Fringe Festival were unrepentant. A spokesman told The Observer: "The show will go on. We understand that in this case, because of the copyright rules, the permission of the estate is not needed." 115 However, in the end, the Festival did discontinue Zapparoli's show after several performances.
A 23 year-old Irish composer, David Fennessy, sought permission to use 18 words from Finnegan's Wake in a short choral piece commissioned by Lyric FM for a European broadcast. The brief quotation was "[a]s we there are where are we are we there from tomtittot to teetootomtotalitarian. Tea tea too too." Stephen Joyce refused to provide authorisation to use the copyright work because "to put it politely and mildly, my wife and I don't like your music."
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The composer was devastated by the rejection: "I don't mind if they hate my music, but how can the personal taste of Stephen Joyce and his wife be thought the right criteria to use."
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He lamented: "Now the whole thing is gone: it's not so much losing the commission fee, which I sorely needed, or the European broadcast. My piece can't ever exist because it can't be performed".
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In 2004, the two famous Irish theatres, the Gate and the Abbey, declined to stage any Joycean production, because of the threat of litigation. However, the Australian scholar, Frances Devlin-Glass, sought to produce a play called "Her As a result of the legal problems, the producer and the co-writer rewrote the play -so that it would not infringe the performance rights of the Joyce estate. Francis DevlinGlass changed the title of the play to Her Song be Sung to avoid any allusion to Joyce. She rewrote the play, so that it was not reliant upon any copyright texts. Devlin-Glass observed that the production had the backing of the Australian Embassy, Deakin University, and the Bank of Ireland, Assets Management.
Similar controversies have arisen in the relation to the work of other great European literary figures.
The estate of Samuel Beckett, the Irish playwright and Nobel Laureate, have been aggressive in taking legal action against productions, which depart from the author's strict instructions.
120
In the biography Damned to Fame, James Knowlson documents a number of proceedings taken by Beckett and his agents to control the productions of his work:
In the last few years of his life, Beckett gained something of a reputation for objecting to productions of his play that deviated radically, at least as he and his friends saw it, from what he had written. He was often represented as a tyrannical figure, an archcontroller of his work, ready to unleash fiery thunderbolts onto the head of any bold, innovative director, unwilling to follow his text and stage directions to the last counted dot and precisely timed pause. 121
However, Knowlson notes that Beckett was inconsistent as to whether he would being action in any particular case: "It made a tremendous difference if he liked and respected the persons involved or if he had been able to listen to their reasons for wanting to attempt something highly innovative or even slightly different". In 1984, Beckett objected to the American Repertory Theater Company's production of Endgame, which was directed by Jo Anne Akalitis. The playwright was upset about a number of features of the production -the elaborate theatre set; the use of music by Philip Glass as an overture and as incidental music; and the casting of two black actors in the roles of Hamm and Nagg. Famously, in 1988, Beckett brought legal action against a Dutch theatre company, which wanted to stage a production of Waiting for Godot, with women acting all the roles. 123 His lawyer argued that the integrity of the text was violated because actresses were substituted for the male actors asked for in the text. The judge in the Haarlem court ruled that the integrity of the play had not been violated, because the performance showed fidelity to the dialogue and the stage directions of the play. In 1992, a French court held a stage director was liable for an infringement of Beckett's moral right of integrity because the director had staged Waiting for Godot with the two lead roles played by women.
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By contrast, a Susan Sontag production featuring female actors in Sarajevo went ahead in 1993 without conflict.
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In 1998, a United States production of Waiting for Godot with a racially mixed cast attracted legal threats amid accusations it had "injected race into the play".
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In the 2000 New York Fringe Festival, a company made light of this ongoing conflict between the Beckett estate and artistic directors.
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The work was entitled: The Complete Lost Works of Samuel. Beckett as Found in an Envelope (partially burned) in a Dustbin in Paris Labelled "Never to be performed. Never. Ever. EVER! Or I'll Sue! I'LL SUE FROM THE GRAVE!!!". The plot concerned a fight between three producers and the Beckett estate.
In 2003, the playwright's nephew and executor, Edward Beckett, threatened to bring a legal action against the Sydney company, Company B, for breach of contract on the grounds that unauthorised music appeared in the production. The director Neil Armfield protested vigorously against the intervention of the Beckett estate: "In coming here with its narrow prescriptions, its dead controlling hand, the Beckett estate seems to me to be the enemy of art". In the end, the Company B production denied that the contract made any such express provisions, which prohibited the use of music in the production. Edward Beckett was forced to withdraw his threat of legal action on the clarification that the Australian licence did not prohibit music, unlike the United States production contract. He contacted Fiona Ingliss, managing director of literary agent Curtis Brown Australia, to change the standard production contract in the future.
The copyright estate for the German playwright Bertolt Brecht has also taken advantage of the copyright term extension. It is ironic that such a committed socialist should be the unlikely beneficiary of this capitalist bonanza. The company was nearly prevented after the Brecht estate, which owns the rights to the work, attempted to stop the play after an addition of music. Rachel Healy, the general manager of Company B, observed of her dealings with the estate:
They manage the process very tightly and clearly to give permission for the play to be performed, and they always have the final authority. They're known around the world for being ferocious. 131 However, the copyright estate has not been able to prevent productions of some plays. The artistic director Neil Armfield cites the example of the Brecht play, Caucasian Chalk Circle: "Barbara Brecht would not allow productions that weren't 'correct' -however, she couldn't use her powers in unruly Georgia, and the Rustaveli Theatre produced the most breathtaking, exquisite Caucasian Chalk Circle which reinvented the play." Anything the government has a hand in organising there will be no infringement. So much can be done that doesn't require copyright. 134 However, Weldon said it was unfortunate that there couldn't be any major public reading of Joyce's work at the festival. A spokesperson for the Irish Government also confirmed its intention to comply with Joyce's wishes. "The department and the coordinating committee totally respect the rights of the James Joyce estate, and would neither condone nor excuse -let alone indemnify -any breach of copyright." 135 He also confirmed that neither the Government nor the committee had been involved in negotiations with the estate regarding payment of any copyright fees.
The former director of the James Joyce Centre, and member of the Irish Parliament, Senator David Norris, was concerned about the role played by the "keepers of the flame", the copyright estate: He concluded: "It is an astonishing irony that a man such as James Joyce, who fought for freedom of expression, wanted to reach the widest possible audience by every means at his command and committed himself so totally against censorship throughout his life should now find his works being confined and removed from public gaze and performance and scholarship inhibited by his own estate." As a result, Deane, the writer, Edna O'Brien, and the actor Stephen Rea, read from the works of Joyce's contemporaries, Robert Musil, Thomas Mann and Marcel Proust. mark the centenary of Joyce's classic Ulysses.
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The Joyce Estate secured an injunction in the Swiss courts blocking further sales of the product. The winemaker protested: "We did not intend to dishonour the name of James Joyce or the names of his descendants." Famously, James Joyce and his family have had a rather ambivalent relationship with his birthplace of Ireland. The director of the Rejoyce festival, Laura Weldon reflected upon why Stephen Joyce was opposed to the festival: 
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Stephen Joyce also asked Samuel Beckett to destroy letters and made a great point about it. Mary de Rachewiltz, Ezra Pound's daughter, and Michael Yeats remonstrated with Stephen Joyce about such actions. Undoubtedly, Joyce's descendant earned the ire of the Irish Parliament because of this incident.
In response to the threats of the Joyce estate, the Irish Government passed emergency legislation entitled "An Act to remove doubt in relation to the lawfulness, under the Copyright and Related Rights Act 2000, of displaying certain works in public." Its short title is the Copyright and Related Rights Amendment Act 2004 (Ireland). The explanatory memorandum comments: "This Bill is proposed to remove any doubt as to the right of any person to place literary or artistic works protected by copyright or copies thereof on public exhibition without committing a breach of copyright as provided for by Part II of the Copyright and Related Rights Act 2000." A member of Parliament, Mr Leyden, suggested that the legislation should be entitled the James Joyce Bill, even thought it referred to all artists.
Public Exhibition
The Minister of State at the Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment, Michael Ahern, was prompted to introduce this emergency legislation because of concerns about the breadth of section 40 of the Copyright and Related Rights Act 2000 (Ireland). The provision stipulates that the right of making available a work to the work to the public includes performing, showing or playing a copy of the work in public. Such a right extends to such subject matter as literary, dramatic, musical and artistic works; as well as sound recordings, films, broadcasts, published editions, databases, and computer programs. The Minister's Department held a meeting with a number of national cultural institutions. It was suggested that the showing of an original protected artwork in the permanent collection of a gallery could be a restricted act. One of Ireland's leading legal firms stated that it was satisfied that the Act effectively created an exhibition right. The Minister's Department provided the advice that the legislation was not intended to create a "public exhibition right".
In his introductory comments, Minister Ahern emphasized that there was a need for the copyright regime to achieve an appropriate balance between the competing interests of stakeholders:
Intellectual property legislation provides for a complex, multilayered system of protection for rights holders. As in any other area, the legislator must seek to strike the right balance between, on the one hand, the rights holders who will be seen as the beneficiaries and, on the other, the users. While I use The Minister noted that there had been discussion whether visual artists should enjoy a public exhibition right. At one point during the passage of the Copyright and Related Rights Act 2000 through the Oireachtas, consideration was given to the introduction of such a right. However, he notes: "This was subsequently dropped, which makes clear that it was not the intention of the Oireachtas to create such a right."
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Rather than providing a right of public exhibition, the Minister observed that the situation of artists could be better served by the introduction of a right of resale.
The Minister Michael Ahern commented that the legislation was not intended to solely address the controversy over "Rejoyce Dublin Senator David Norris was glad for the legislative action to protect the National Library of Ireland: "It is general in nature but, specifically, it will act to rescue a very important exhibition being held in our National Library, which was the setting of one episode of Ulysses in which certain aspects of free speech are discussed." 156 He observes: "It would be appalling to think that over €12 million of taxpayers' money had been expended, quite correctly, courageously and appropriately, on acquiring this very remarkable collection of material but that the taxpayers were prevented from enjoying it and seeing what they had purchased because of some obscure and arbitrary intervention under the Copyright Act."
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The Minister was concerned that a right of exhibition could inhibit the capacity of galleries and cultural institutions in Ireland to display artistic works. The National Museum of Ireland exhibits the copyright work of Eileen Gray, a painter, designer and architect who made a major contribution to 20th century design. The Minister notes: "While copyright in the drawings and written material lies elsewhere, it should not be permitted to inhibit the National Museum from displaying and interpreting this important part of our Heritage."
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The National Gallery of Ireland and the Irish Museum of Modern Art display a number of important works of art and cultural heritage. The Minister observes: "The role of the museum, which incorporates an award winning education and community department, could be severely hampered by the creation of an exhibition right." 159 Furthermore, the effects of an exhibition right would have a significant impact on the network of private galleries, which form an important part of the Irish art industry. He noted: "The absence of a right to display copyrighted works could seriously hamper the ability of galleries to engage with art dealers, art owners and art enthusiasts."
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The Minister was also alert to the impact of a right of exhibition upon cultural institutions -such as libraries. The National Library of Ireland plans to take advantage of new technology to place the works of Ireland's greatest writers on display in the coming years. The Minister observed: "Only now is the library finally in a position to share more of its treasures with the public and to offer the public the most up-to-date interpretative facilities." Philip Hogan of Fine Gael was sympathetic to the need to prevent the enforcement of the copyright in James Joyce's works: "It would be a tragedy if these works and others like them were to be kept from the Irish people." 165 Nonetheless, he chided the Irish Government for introducing emergency, ad hoc legislation to address the problem created by the revival of James Joyce's copyright in his literary works: "The Copyright and Related Rights (Amendment) Bill has its background not in the uncertainty of the law but in another Government blunder."
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Hogan observed: "While I support the measure, the Government should consider that emergency legislation has become the norm rather than the exception. I am strongly of the view that we should not legislate our way out of problems at every hand's turn, which is happening almost every month." 167 Brendan Howlin of the Labour Party was concerned about the introduction of the emergency legislation: "It is amazing that at the last minute a specific new legislative measure should have to be introduced in this House to avoid doubt about the legal right of the National Library to present State-owned original Joyce works."
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The other parliamentary members were willing to support the legislation in order to allow the exhibition of James Joyce's works.
Although timely, the ad hoc response of the Irish Parliament was inadequate. The legislation only deals with the inadvertent creation of an "exhibition right". It fails to address the abuse of existing economic rights -such as the right of reproduction, the right of adaptation, and the right of communication to the public. It also does not deal with the potential for moral rights of attribution and integrity to be used to control creative and scholarly reinterpretations of the work of James Joyce.
The legislation only deals with the public exhibition of "literary and artistic works". The Irish Parliament fails to resolve the problems faced by performers who have been denied permission to perform musical and dramatic works based on the texts of James Joyce. Moreover the legislation does not address other forms of cultural production -such as cinematographic films, television productions, and Internet websites. 
The European Information Society Directive
The legislation does not address the root cause of the whole controversy over the use of the works of James Joyce -the retrospective extension of the copyright term. The public debate over Bloomsday would have never arisen if the works of James Joyce had not been transferred from the public domain back into private control. As a member of the European Union, the Irish Government is limited in what it can do about the retrospective extension of the copyright term. At present, the Parliament has to abide by the European Copyright Term Directive. The Irish Government could also contemplate measures which would allow access to copyright works.
The Irish Parliament failed to take measures to bolster the position of users of copyright material. In 1999, the Minister for State, Tom Kitt, argued that the Irish Parliament should only adopt parsimonious exceptions in respect of copyright law:
The Government is convinced of the need for a specific range of exceptions. States may choose to provide exceptions or limitations in a number of casessuch as "teaching, scientific research, and certain other private study purposes", "criticism, review, caricature, parody and pastiche", "certain purposes relating to the dissemination of news, political speeches and public lectures", and "certain Governmental, judicial, ceremonial and public security purposes". In all cases the optional exceptions are required to comply with the three step test contained in the Berne Convention and the TRIPS Agreement. The authors tilt against the adoption of a United States-style defence of fair use in the United Kingdom and other European countries. They protest that the doctrine is not a "panacea" for all the frustrations of copyright users. The authors suggest that the open-ended defence of fair use is prone to certain vagaries and uncertainties, both in terms of its statutory definition and judicial interpretation. They maintain that the doctrine would be difficult to successfully graft onto United Kingdom law because it is very much the product of the peculiarities of American jurisprudence. However, the authors perhaps underestimate the problems that have been created by copyright term extension. As such, modest reform to the European Information Society Directive might not be in itself an effective means of dealing with such difficulties.
It is true that, in some instances, European courts have been willing to read the defence of fair dealing in light of broader protections of fundamental political and civil freedoms. In Ashdown v Telegraph Group, the United Kingdom Court of Appeals considered a matter of copyright infringement involving a newspaper using unauthorised quotations from the unpublished diaries of a prominent political leader. The Court of Appeals emphasized, in particular, the need to flexible with the use of remedies. It noted: "The fair dealing defence under section 30 should lie where the public interest in learning of the very words written by the owner of the copyright is such that publication should not be inhibited by the chilling factor of having to pay damages or account for profits." There is also a range of special exceptions for educational institutions, libraries and archives.
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There are a range of minor exceptions for very particular circumstances. 184 Arguably, the Irish Government has scope for expanding the range of exceptions permissible under the European Information Society Directive. For instance, it could provide that the defence of fair dealing extends to derivative works, such as parody and pastiche. The Irish Government could also instruct the courts to read such provisions in light of fundamental rights -such as the freedom of expression and speech. It should also encourage judges to carefully consider the appropriate remedies to ensure that copyright law does not have an unduly chilling effect.
Alternatively, the Irish Government could always take a bolder course of action and challenge the validity of the European Information Society Directive. If successful, the Government could then replace the current set of narrow defences in respect of fair dealing with a broad-based defence of fair use. It could also legislate for extensive exemptions for libraries and cultural institutions, and a flexible compulsory licensing scheme. Such revisions would promote the original purpose of copyright law to promote the wider public interest in education, research, and learning. The Irish Government could seek to engage in "compulsory licensing" of the works of James Joyce, subject to reasonable terms of compensation. 
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A compulsory licence can be invoked under domestic law; or can be imposed through the general powers of the European Commission.
In such a scenario, the Joyce estate would be unable to withhold its permission to use the various works of the Irish man of letters. Compulsory licensing would thus allow scholars and anthologists to draw upon the literary works of James Joyce. Such a mechanism would also enable actors, singers, and performers to use and adapt the works of James Joyce, without fear of recriminations from the Joyce estate. Furthermore, compulsory licensing would also be a means to ensure that cultural festivals, such as "Rejoyce Dublin 2004", were not unduly interrupted.
There are precedents for such a course of action. In the "Magill" case, the European Commission ordered the British and Irish television networks to grant licenses under their copyrights in their program schedules to a magazine publisher to enable it to print a consolidated listing of programs on all channels in a TV guide.
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In the "IMS Health" case, the European Court of Justice expanded upon the judgment in the "Magill" matter, and subjected dominant firms to much broader duties to license.
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Furthermore, there has been scope for compulsory licensing in the United Kingdom where copyright had lapsed but had been revived by the Duration Regulations.
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The Irish Government could even seek to acquire Crown ownership of the works of James Joyce in return for compensation to the Joyce estate. In other words, it could "nationalise" the works of James Joyce. The Irish Government could then take charge of the management of the literary works of James Joyce, and allow access to such works for free to interested parties.
Furthermore, on a more systematic level, the Irish Government could seek to lobby other members of the European Union to revise the offending European Copyright Term Directive. It could seek to implement measures to ameliorate the problems caused by the copyright term extension. In light of the extension of the copyright term in Ireland, there is a need for a serious contemplation of the United 
Duration of Copyright and Rights in Performances Regulations 1995 (SI 1995/3297) , r 24 (1). entered into such trade agreements on the understanding that the defence of fair use and other exceptions were entirely acceptable. Such an interpretation is reinforced by Article 7 and Article 8 of the TRIPS Agreement, which extol the virtues of establishing a system of intellectual property "to the mutual advantage of producers and users of technological knowledge and in a manner conducive to social and economic welfare". Furthermore, the WIPO Copyright Treaty emphasizes in its preamble "the need to maintain a balance between the rights of authors and the larger public interest, particularly education, research, and access to information, as reflected in the Berne Convention". Such a generous perspective suggests that Ireland and other countries can take advantage of a range of flexibilities -including fair use, compulsory licensing, crown use and orphaned works -within current trade agreements in order to address problems posed by the copyright term extension. Man (1914 Man ( , reprinted 1992 .
CONCLUSION
remote from the cultural and historical origins of the work in question is dispiriting. 194 The case of the Joyce Estate is not an isolated one. There have been a spate of similar incidents involving the custodians of the work of JD Salinger, Sylvia Plath, TS Eliot, Samuel Beckett, Bertolt Brecht, to name a few. The trend towards copyright term extension has invested copyright estates with a great deal of power. There will be increasing conflict with scholars, biographers, artists, and performers who wish to use such copyright work before the expiry of the life of the author plus seventy years.
There is a need to revise and design copyright law in order to protect the interests of libraries, archives, galleries, and cultural institutions. 
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There should be stronger mechanisms to guarantee access to copyright works -such as a wide range of exceptions for fair dealing, or better still an open-ended defence of fair use, extensive exemptions for libraries and cultural institutions, and a flexible compulsory licensing scheme. Such revisions would promote the original purpose of copyright law to promote the wider public interest in education, research, and learning.
The ad hoc reforms of the Irish Parliament do not go far enough. The extension of the copyright term should be wound back in Europe and elsewhere, because of its impoverishment of the public domain. There is no need for the relatives of authors to enjoy such extensive post-mortem rights. The work of James Joyce should be allowed to fall into the public domain. As Robert Spoo comments: The time has come for the work of James Joyce to be emancipated from the private possession of his estate, and become part of the intellectual commons, free to be interpreted, adapted, and performed by scholars and artists alike.
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R Spoo, supra note 5.
